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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In February 2013, the City-County Parks Board (City of Helena and Lewis and Clark County) contracted 

with Beck Consulting to research, gather and analyze information about the parks and trails facilities, 

and recreation programming in Helena, East Helena, Lewis and Clark and north Jefferson Counties. The 

project area extends in a ten-mile radius from the center of Helena and encompasses 314 square miles.  

The total population of the study area is approximately 60,135 people.  The population of this area is 

increasing and is expected to be 77,790 people in 2023 (ten years.) 

Although both the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and the Helena National Forest 

have recreation facilities in the project areas, the focus of this study is the parks, trails and recreation 

facilities managed by the four local governments of Helena, East Helena, Lewis and Clark and Jefferson 

Counties, and the five school districts of Helena, East Helena, Montana City, Clancy, and Trinity. 

Together, these local jurisdictions have a total of 123 parks and over 2,900 acres of parkland. Over 80% 

of the total acreage is within the City of Helena. The area also has 118 miles of existing pathways which 

include on and off-street dedicated trails, and sidewalks around parks.  The existing parks, trails, and 

open land mean that when compared to national averages, local residents have a high level of service 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƳŜƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ  tŀǊƪǎΣ ǘǊŀƛƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿŜƭƭ-being and 

quality of life, and make the area attractive for businesses to locate in and attract talent. 

As part of this project, research was conducted on recreation trends and local residents were asked 

through a focus group to identify current and future parks, trails, and recreation needs.  National trends 

that are playing out in this region include;  1) the population is graying, 2) the influence of technology 

will remain strong, 3) the availability of volunteers is decreasing, 4) government funding is declining, and 

5) there is an increasing focus on health care costs and obesity. 

Helena and East Helena are the only two of the four local governments to offer any recreational 

programming.  The programs offered by the two municipalities are limited as is availability of staff time.  

Recreation programming is largely provided by volunteer groups, associations, and loosely-knit groups 

of people who enjoy the same activities.  As documented by the number of hours and the value assigned 

to those hours, the local programming provided by these recreation partners exceeds $1 million per 

year.  Recreation partners in the region gave examples of volunteer burnout, difficulty in sustaining 

adequate numbers of volunteers to manage programs, and challenges engaging young families in 

recreation programs.   

Strong sentiment was expressed during the first focus group that the area had simply outgrown its 

recreation facilitiesτindoor swimming pools chief among these.  The amount of outdoor field space for 

a variety of sports was viewed as inadequate and problems were compounded by the lack of a central 

coordination system for scheduling.  Long seasons of cold snowy weather produces a demand for indoor 

sports spaces, now largely provided by the schools, that consistently exceeds the supply.  Participants 

also expressed concerns about missed opportunities to host state and regional sporting events that 

result from the lack of appropriate facilities.  Attracting these events could boost the local economy.  
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Currently, parks, trails and recreation programs are managed separately by each of the four local 

governmental entities.  The City-County Parks Board (Helena and Lewis and Clark Counties) does help 

ensure that there is coordination between those two entities. The City of Helena is the only local 

government with a recreation department and a capital improvements plan (CIP.) 

Each park was assigned to one of five maintenance levels based upon type of facility and frequency of 

maintenance.  Maintenance level 1 was the highest level of maintenance, the highest cost per acre and 

taken together the largest share of the maintenance budget.  Thirteen parks fell into maintenance level 

1.  Fourteen parks fell into maintenance level 2, 22 parks are maintenance level 3, seven parks are 

maintenance level 4, and 35 parks are maintenance level 5τthe least frequent level of maintenance and 

the level assigned to open land.  All of the school district parks were classified as maintenance level 2. 

The total annual operations and maintenance (O&M) and life cycle costs for the parks in the region 

managed by the four local governments is estimated to be $4.2 million. Life cycle costs are (multi-year 

major maintenance activities such as new roofs.  This is approximately $1.9 million more than the $2.3 

million combined actual budgets for O&M and life cycle costs in fiscal year 2013. Volunteer labor and 

fund raising makes up an unknown portion, but not all, of this funding gap.  The   FY 2013 budgeted 

expenditure for recreational programming for all four local governments is approximately $112,000. 

The current funding for parks and recreation comes from a combination of taxes, fees, subdivision cash-

in-lieu, bonds/loans, cost-sharing and private-public partnerships, grants, and donations.  This revenue 

stream is not adequate to maintain the existing inventory of parks.  Park facility conditions are already 

and can be expected to further deteriorate at current levels of funding eventually causing safety and 

liability concerns.  The City of Helena Capital Improvements Plan identifies an additional $7.5 million in 

desired future projects, but the total cost of desired new construction identified to date ranges from 

$22.9 - $53.7 million.. 

Six alternatives were analyzed for effects on costs and the ability to provide recreational opportunities 

to make the area a great place to live, work and play.  These alternatives could be considered 

individually or in some combination.  The alternatives are 1) No change from current situation, 2) Budget 

for operations and maintenance at levels reflective of existing use and schedule and budget for life cycle 

maintenance, 3) Acquire new facilities only when accompanied by a revenue stream to support 

operations and maintenance and long term life cycle costs, 4) Provide staffing to coordinate scheduling 

and assist with logistics of sports field use, 5) Provide or expand recreational programming not already 

provided by other groups, and 6) Sell or trade surplus properties.  In addition three management 

alternatives were analyzed; no change, coordinated management among the jurisdictions, and other 

new actions by individual jurisdictions.  

Current revenues are insufficient to cover long-term costs of maintaining park resources.  The most 

reliable source of long-term funding would be dedicated tax revenue, established through a multi-

jurisdictional regional special district or separate improvement districts created by each jurisdiction. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The City of Helena and Lewis and Clark County have a history and stated intent to work together for the 

benefit of their citizens.  One manifestation of this intent was the establishment of the City-County Parks 

Board in 1999.  

Residents from a broad geographical area (including north Jefferson County and the City of East Helena) 

use and enjoy the parks and recreation facilities made available by Helena and Lewis and Clark County.  

Concerned with their ability to maintain existing parks, trails and facilities and offer additional recreation 

opportunities, the Parks Board acted--with the support of their elected officials--to explore the 

feasibility of a Regional Parks, Trails, and Recreation District. 

The Parks Board advertised and selected a consulting team, Beck Consulting, based in Red Lodge and 

Helena to inventory facilities and programs, describe current uses and trends, and examine the financial 

aspects of maintaining existing recreation facilities and planning for the future.  Work by the consulting 

team for this study began in February 2013, was guided by a subcommittee of the Parks Board, and 

concluded with this report in June 2013.   

Armed now with an objective compilation of information and analysis of the parks, trails, and recreation 

programs, elected officials can choose a course to ensure citizens of the area have parks and recreation 

facilities and programs that will meet their needs now and into the future.   
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I PARKS, TRAILS & FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Study Area 

The study area for this project included all lands within a 10 mile radius from the center of Helena.  The 

total land area is 314 square miles and is referred to in this project as the Regional Parks, Recreation, 

and Trails District.  The Region includes portions of Lewis and Clark County (199 sq mi. 5% of county), 

Jefferson County (95 sq mi. 5% of county), the entire corporate limits of the City of Helena (16 sq mi.) 

and the City of East Helena (4 sq mi.)   Other non-incorporated towns in the Region include Fort 

Harrison, Unionville, Montana City and Clancy.   There are also portions of five school districts in the 

Region including Helena, East Helena, Trinity, Montana City and Clancy.        

 

Figure I.1: Regional Parks, Recreation, and Trails District Study Area 
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Existing Geographic Information System (GIS) data 

The first step was to assimilate exiǎǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƭ DL{ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ wŜƎƛƻƴΦ  [Ŝǿƛǎ ŀƴŘ /ƭŀǊƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 

GIS Department provided park boundaries and trails for the City of Helena and the county.  Jefferson 

County provided subdivision ǇŀǊƪ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎŀŘŀǎǘǊŀƭ Řŀtabase.  The City of 

IŜƭŜƴŀΩǎ tŀǊƪǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘǊŀƛƭ Řŀǘŀ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ нлмл ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻf trail and 

sidewalk maintenance in addition to a limited amount of park facility data in the PRORAGIS format (see 

below).   The Helena school district provided a list of outdoor facilities for some of their properties in the 

district, but did not contribute any spatial data or facility/maintenance costs to this project.  No spatial 

data was obtained from the other school districts.  

The remainder of the park, trail and facility data was compiled by the consulting team.  The bulk of the 

work involved digitizing major park facilities (e.g., baseball fields, basketball courts, playgrounds, etc.) 

for all the parks and school properties in the region.  This was needed to provide an accurate count of 

major facilities in the area.  

Next, the trail data provided by the county was combined with sidewalk data that was inventoried by 

the city.  Because sidewalks represent a significant asset in terms of installation and maintenance costs, 

ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǇŀǘƘǿŀȅǎέ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜΦ   

PRORAGIS 

The city/county GIS information was transferred to a standardized GIS model to better accomplish the 

park and trail analysis across multiple jurisdictions.  The GIS model chosen was developed by The 

National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA), a non-profit organization dedicated to the 

advancement of public parks and recreation opportunities.  The database is known as PRORAGIS (Parks 

& Recreation Operating Ratio & Geographic Information System) and was used to inventory parks, trails 

and facilities in the region.    

This system was chosen because 1) it is a standardized GIS model specifically designed to inventory park 

and trail facilities, 2) it is currently used by the City of Helena.  We anticipate that the work completed in 

PRORAGIS as part of this project will be used by the city to further advance their database building 

efforts. The PRORAGIS database was populated using existing city/ county GIS data and through aerial 

interpretation of park facilities.   Park locations (points), park boundaries and major facility boundaries 

were included in the database as part of this project.  Pathways, including trails and sidewalks were also 

included in this data model.  A representative sample of data collected within PRORAGIS is illustrated 

here for Memorial Park / Legion Field / Last Chance Aquatic Center.   
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Figure I.2: PRORAGIS ς Memorial Park / Legion Field / Last Chance Aquatic Center 

Inventory Results 

Parks 

The Regional Parks, Recreation, and Trails District area contains 123 parks and over 2,700 acres of 

parkland.  This summary includes school properties with recreational facilities.  Over 80% of the total 

park acreage exists within Helena.  School properties contribute about 7% of the overall acreage.  The 

following table breaks out the number and acreage by jurisdiction.   

Table I.1 Number and acreage of parks within study area by jurisdiction 

 

Parks can be classified in many ways based on their level of development and intended use.  For 

simplification, parks were classified into one of three categories; 1) developed (parks having major 

facilities like courts, fields, playgrounds), 2) open lands (parks with no major facilities), and 3) school 

parks (school-owned properties with recreational facilities.)  The pie chart below shows the acreage of 

each park type throughout the study area.  

 

Jurisdiction Total # Total Acreage

Helena 68 2227

East Helena 2 47

Lewis & Clark Co. 21 346

Jefferson Co. 14 113

School Properties 18 189

Total 123 2733
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Open land parks make up the majority of the 

park lands in the region (63%).  Mt. Helena and 

Mt. Ascension parks in Helena contribute 

significantly to this total.  Without these two 

parks, open lands would contribute only 384 

acres or 26% of the total acreage.   Develop parks 

contribute 30% and school parks provide 7% of 

the total.  

The map below further illustrates the distribution 

of developed, open land and school parks by 

jurisdiction.  

A summary table of these 123 parks is provided in Appendix A which includes the acres, jurisdiction, 

type and facilities within each park.   

 

Figure I.4: Developed, open land and school parks by jurisdiction 

Figure I.3: Park Acreage by Type 
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Facilities 

Major park facilities and amenities were mapped as part of this project and added to the PRORAGIS 

database.  These included features such as athletic fields, courts, pools, off-street parking, memorials, 

restrooms, community gardens and those that could be identified through aerial imagery.   We 

ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ άƳŀƧƻǊέ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘ-cost amenities do exist in parks that cannot be mapped using 

this method (e.g., underground sprinkler systems, signs, etc.).  Detailed park asset data collection was 

not within the scope of this project.    

A total of 222 park features were mapped (not including trails).  The bar graph below shows the 

distribution of major park facilities by the four jurisdictions within the region.   

Facilities that appear to be abundant in the region include baseball/softball fields, basketball courts, 

horseshoe pits and playgrounds.   The contribution of school facilities to the total number of facilities in 

the region is significant ς especially for basketball courts and playgrounds.   Lewis and Clark County 

makes a significant contribution to the number of ball fields in the region ς mainly because Ryan Park 

ǿŀǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ά/ƻǳƴǘȅ tŀǊƪέ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ Ƨƻƛƴǘƭȅ ōetween the City of Helena, the county 

and the Babe Ruth League.   Jefferson County has only open land parks with no facilities.  

Trails 

The Regional Parks, Recreation, and Trails District has over 118 miles of existing pathways which include 

on and off-street dedicated trails and sidewalks around parks.  Sixty-three miles of this total are native 

material trails that mostly exist in the Mt. Helena and Mt. Ascension areas.   These trails are primarily 

maintained by the Prickly Pear Land Trust (PPLT.)   The City of Helena maintains just over 19 miles of 

asphalt trail which includes dedicated off-street trails and on-street, striped bike lanes.  In addition, the 

Figure I.5: Major park facilities by jurisdiction 



  

REGIONAL PARKS, RECREATION, AND TRAILS DISTRICT FEASIBILITY STUDY 

Page | 9  
 

  

City of Helena maintains 7.4 miles of 

sidewalk adjacent to and within city 

parks.   The Montana Department of 

Transportation (MDT) has built and 

maintains nearly 3 miles of multi-use 

asphalt trail connecting the 

communities of Helena and East Helena 

on the north side of Highway 12.  They 

also maintain another 10 miles of on-

street designated bike lanes along 

highway 430 ς Canyon Ferry Road.   

There is approximately seven miles of 

proposed trail in the district; much of 

which would ultimately connect 

Montana City with East Helena.  The 

άƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŀƛƭ ǿŀǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ 

between East Helena and Jefferson 

County in the bar graph below. 

 

Figure I.7: Pathway Miles by Maintenance Responsibility 

Figure I.6: Total Miles of Trail by Surface Type 
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Level of Service 

Level of service is a term that looks at objective measures (for example numbers, types, and locations 

parks) to determine whether existing parks are adequate to serve a given population. One well-accepted 

technique used to determine Level of Service (LOS) for parks is to calculate the number of acres of park 

per 1,000 residents within a defined geographical area.  The general benchmark for service levels is 

about 10 acres of park for every 1,000 people, although many recreation planners generally recognize 

this number as deficient in todayΩs recreation and open space environment.   

Lƴ нлмлΣ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ IŜƭŜƴŀΩǎ tŀǊƪǎ tƭŀƴ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ŀ [ŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ό[h{ύ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ссΦп ŀŎǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊƪ ǇŜǊ 

1,000 residents for the city.  This study calculated the LOS again for the city and the other three 

jurisdictions within the Region.  The LOS was also calculated with and without school parks to illustrate 

the impact of school properties on service levels.  

In this study, the City of Helena once again showed an above average LOS of 75.8 without school parks 

in comparison to the other jurisdictions (Figure I.8 ς Left).  This high number is largely due to the 

inclusion of Mt. Helena and Mt. Ascension ς both large area parks (1,467 Ac. Combined).  Adding school 

properties into this calculation for Helena resulted in a moderate LOS increase (79).  If Mt. Helena and 

Ascension are removed from the LOS, the numbers drop significantly to 23.7 without school properties 

and 27.0 with school properties (Figure I.8 ς Right). 

Jefferson County had the second highest LOS with 21.1 (with school parks) and 25.4 (without school 

parks).   The addition of East Valley Middle School in East Helena had a substantial increase (10.5) in the 

LOS for the community.  This is probably due to the low population of East Helena (1,984) and the 

relatively large acreage of the School (21 acres.)  

 

Figure I.8: Acres of Park per 1,000 Residents.  The bar graph on the left includes Mt Helena and Mt 
Ascension.  The graph on the right does not include these two large parks totaling 1,467 Acres. 

Park Maintenance 

To determine maintenance costs for all parks in the region, the methodology developed by the City of 

IŜƭŜƴŀ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ άtŀǊƪ ¦ǎŜ ŀƴŘ CŜŜ tƻƭƛŎȅέ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ   ¢ƘŜƛǊ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ industry guidance 

from the National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) and staff input to determine the level of 

developed amenities, amount of use, ease of access as well as maintenance activities.  Developed parks 

in the city were assigned a maintenance level of 1 (high) to 5 (low maintenance).   See below. 

63 Miles  
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Maintenance costs per acre were determined after categorizing the parks into maintenance levels. 

According to the policy document,     

άaŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ are based on NRPA maintenance labor standards which suggest an average of 118 personnel 

hours are spent on each acre of parkland per year.  Maintenance costs per acre/per hour were determined by 

dividing maintenance level costs per acre by the total work hours of one employee per year (2,080 hrs). Next; 

average acres per maintenance level were multiplied by the cost per acre/per hour.   The cost per hour for 

ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ IŜƭŜƴŀΩǎ ǇŀǊƪǎ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ϷомΦрл ǇŜǊ ƘƻǳǊ όƭŜǾŜƭ Імύ ǘƻ ϷмΦоо ǇŜǊ ƘƻǳǊ όƭŜǾŜƭ ІпύΦέ   

Table I.2:  Maintenance Categories for City of Helena 

Maintenance 

Level 

Frequency Characteristics Facilities Tasks Cost / 

Acre 

Level 1 Daily or 

Semi-

Weekly 

Heavy Use; Easy Access; 

Intensive site 

development 

Turf; Playgrounds; 

Restrooms/Porta 

potties; Water system; 

Lighting; Sidewalks; 

Utilities 

Mowing; Irrigation systems; 

Trash collection; Litter & 

snow  removal; Check 

lighting; Building 

maintenance; Disease; weed 

& pest control 

$4,622 

Level 2 Weekly Heavy use at peak times; 

easy access; intensive site 

development 

Turf; Playgrounds; 

Benches/Tables; 

Water system; 

Lighting; Sidewalks; 

Utilities 

Mowing; Pruning; weeding 

and planting; Trash 

collection; Litter & snow 

removal; Check lighting; 

Building mtc; Disease; weed 

& pest control 

$3,697 

Level 3 Semi-

monthly 

Mod. to heavy use at peak 

times; Access to a mod. # 

of users; Active & passive 

rec. users 

Open space areas; 

Ornamental plantings; 

Trail system; sidewalks 

Trash collection; Litter 

pickup; Pruning and 

weeding; Disease, weed & 

pest control 

$3,081 

Level 4 Monthly Mod. at peak times; 

Passive recreation uses; 

Mod. to low development 

Sidewalks; Bike paths; 

Undeveloped sites; 

Water system 

Snow removal; Rough 

mowing; Trash collection; 

Disease, weed & pest 

control 

$2,773 

Level 5 Every 6 

Weeks or 

As Needed 

Low use all times; Passive 

recreation use; Away from 

developed areas; Distance 

limits accessibility 

Turf; Medians; Open 

space 

Tree trimming; Disease, 

weed & pest control 
$2,460 

 

This methodology was applied it to other parks in the region.  First, the remaining parks were assigned a 

ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ IŜƭŜƴŀΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ  bŜȄǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ȅŜŀǊƭȅ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ 

calculated using the acreage of the park and the cost/acre value as shown in the previous table.  

Excluded from this analysis were parks that 1) are not owned by the city, county or school, and 2) 

operate through a separate enterprise program or budget.  Excluded were Bill Roberts Golf Course, the 
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fairgrounds and subdivision parks in Jefferson County because they are not deeded to the county.  

IŜƭŜƴŀΩǎ ǘǿƻ ǾŜǊȅ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΤ aǘΦ IŜƭŜƴŀ ŀƴŘ aǘΦ !ǎŎŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘΦ  ¢ƘŜ [ŜǾŜƭ р 

cost/acre estimate for these types of properties did not reflect the true maintenance cost of these 

areas.  A total of 15 parks were excluded from the maintenance cost analysis.  The estimated yearly 

maintenance cost for each park is included in Appendix A.   

Estimated costs for park maintenance within the region totals $3,027,086 as illustrated by the pie chart 

below.  Parks with a maintenance Level of 1 or 2 (the highest levels) account for 66% of the total costs.  

 

 

Figure I.9: Park Maintenance Cost by Maintenance Level 

 

Finally, a map was developed showing the distribution of parks classified into these five maintenance 

levels.   The size of the circle around the park is proportional to the estimated maintenance costs.  The 

map also includes pie charts which illustrate the acreage within each jurisdiction by maintenance level 

category.  
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Figure I.10: Maintenance Level Map 

Trail/Sidewalk Maintenance 

In 2010, the City Parks Department conducted an inventory of trails and sidewalks to 1) summarize the 

number of miles of trails and sidewalks within the city by surface type, and 2) determine the 

maintenance cost per mile.  Aerial photos and on-site inspections were used to confirm the surface 

composition and recorded in a GIS format.   

Maintenance on these surfaces were broƪŜƴ ƻǳǘ ƛƴǘƻ άƭƛƎƘǘέ ŀƴŘ άƘŜŀǾȅέΦ   [ƛƎƘǘ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ 

sweeping and snow removal from trails and sidewalks while heavy maintenance consisted of repairing 

or replacing the trail.   The costs per mile for light and heavy maintenance were compiled using 

information from Public Works and other city departments.   Costs included labor, equipment use, fuel, 

materials, and frequency according to the study.    

A written summary of the study was not available, but the maintenance costs by surface type were 

extracted from the GIS database and used in this analysis.  The following table shows the maintenance 

cost per mile (light vs. heavy) by surface type.   
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First, the four categories of surface type were applied to all the trail and sidewalk features in the 

PRhw!DL{ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜΣ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΦ   ! ŦƛŦǘƘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ άǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘέ ǿŀǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ мύ 

because the existing trail database already identified some proposed new routes in the Helena area, and 

2) to account for the proposed trail that is planned to connect Montana City and East Helena.  

Table I.3:  Maintenance Cost by Surface TYpe 

 

The light and heavy maintenance cost estimates from the 2010 study were applied to the trail and 

sidewalk segments in the PRORAGIS database.  On-street bike lanes were removed from the City of 

Helena total because those pathways are maintained by Public Works and do not accurately reflect 

maintenance costs associated with the Parks Department.   The following chart estimates the annual 

costs to do light and heavy maintenance by the entities responsible for maintaining the trails.   The chart 

does not factor into maintenance costs associated with any proposed trails.  A more detailed discussion 

of this analysis is provided in Section III.  

Figure I.11: Estimated Annual Pathway Maintenance Costs  

 

 

 

Pathway Surface  Light  Maintenance  Heavy  Maintenance

Asphalt $61 $40,194

Decomposed Granite $263 $1,052

Native Material $550 $1,000

Sidewalk $639 $12,920

 Maintenance Cost / Mile 

Note:  Maintenance values based on City of Helena's trail-sidewalk 
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Story Map 

¢ƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊƪǎΣ wŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ¢Ǌŀƛƭǎ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΣ ŀ άǎǘƻǊȅ 

ƳŀǇέ ǿŀǎ Řeveloped and made accessible as part of this project.  Story maps combine intelligent Web 

maps in a pre-formatted template that incorporate text, multimedia, and interactive functions.  The 

purpose of this story map is to inform and educate people about the need and potential of a regional 

parks district.  

To access the story map, click on the image below or go to the following Web address: 

http://ranch-maps.maps.arcgis.com/apps/StorytellingTextLegend/index.html?appid=ffe6ace420a145a3ac215d6036606b0f 

 

Figure I.12: Story Map 

  

http://ranch-maps.maps.arcgis.com/apps/StorytellingTextLegend/index.html?appid=ffe6ace420a145a3ac215d6036606b0f





















































































































































